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Dear Hans, 

In some inexplicable way your letter disappeared before I could 
answer it, but my memory has not yet deteriorated to the point where I 
can't remember its essentials and respond to some of your concerns. 

First let me say that I'm pleased by your comments about my lecture 
Often in trying to make the material understand- and the work it summarized. 

able to a group that is unfamiliar with the intricacies, some of the subtle- 
ties, problems and opportunities are missed. Perhaps, someday we'll have an 
opportunity to talk about science at greater length especially so that I can 
hear your presentation, which, unfortunately, I had to miss. 

Concern about our Defense Department's interest in gene manipulation 
techniques for biological warefare (BW) had already been the subject of a re- 
cent discussion with Maxine Singer. Moreover, you must know that the subject 
has also been discussed in the Recombinant DNA Advisory Committee, and in sev- 
eral recent commentaries in Nature and Science (see enclosed). 

Frankly, when BW was first raised as a reason to oppose recombinant 
DNA (RD) research, I was skeptical of the argument because we have long known 
how to make very nasty, deadly organisms and toxins but have not mastered 
their use. It seemed to me it was not the absence of exotic methods 
constructing deadly organisms that was the limiting factor for producing 
and employing BW systems. My information was that BW was foresworn and 
discarded by the military because problems associated with containment, 
dissemination and decontamination made them relatively ineffective weapon 
systems. Indeed, it was probably their ineffectiveness, rather than human- 
itarian grounds, that made the treaty banning their development acceptable 
to the U.S., U.S.S.R. and others. If that perspective is correct, having 
more sophisticated ways of making deadlier organisms did not make their 
production any more attractive. 
concession in 1975-6 by the U.S. Disarmament Agency and the Soviets that 
the treaty each had subscribed to specifically prohibited development of 
new BW agents by any means, old, as well as newly discovered approaches. 
The U.S. disarmament agency still insists that we are observing the treaty's 
proscriptions and that we will not undertake development of new biological 
warfare agents. Realistically, however, I suspect that the treaty will 
stand only as long as it serves the "national interest". Suspicions, or 
information of Soviet non-compliance would create great pressure on the 
military to abrogate the agreements. 

My analysis was strengthened by the ready 



P r o f .  S i r  Hans Kornberg J u l y  1 2 ,  1982  

A s  I i n t e r p r e t e d  your  concern i t  i s  t h a t  RD t e c h n i q u e s  have become 
so s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and s u c c e s s f u l  t h a t ,  g iven  t h e  w i l l ,  money, and h i g h  l e v e l  
r e s e a r c h ,  i t  would be p o s s i b l e  t o  make BIJ weapons t h a t  overcome t h e  handicaps  
of p r e v i o u s  systems;  i n  s h o r t ,  you are a s k i n g  i f  w e  are  a b l e  t o  c o n v e r t  a 
l o u s y  weapons system i n t o  a n  e f f e c t i v e  and, t h e r e f o r e , a t t r a c t i v e  one? 

I c e r t a i n l y  have n e v e r  s p e n t  much t i m e  t r y i n g  t o  t h i n k  about  how 
w e  o r  o t h e r s  might create e f f e c t i v e  BW a g e n t s .  But given t h e  l eve l  of d i s -  
t r u s t  and p a r a n o i a  t h a t  e x i s t s ,  i t  would s u r p r i s e  m e  t o  l e a r n  t h a t  t h o s e  
charged w i t h  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  N a t i o n ' s  d e f e n s e  have n o t  thought  
about  t h a t  q u e s t i o n .  The a r t i c l e  i n  Nature  ( s e e  e n c l o s e d )  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  
t h i n g s  have gone beyond t h i n k i n g  about  i t  and t h a t  t h e  m i l i t a r y  i s  under- 
t a k i n g  act ive r e s e a r c h  a l o n g  t h o s e  l i n e s .  
t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  b r a c k e t e d  paragraph  i n  t h e  Nature  a r t i c l e  i s  wrong and t h a t  
Budiansky is  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  of  p u b l i s h i n g  a r e t r a c t i o n  of t h a t  p o r t i o n .  Also ,  
I a m  t o l d  t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  two paragraphs  w e r e  m i s l e a d i n g  i n  t h a t  no ex- 
p l i c i t  r e q u e s t  w a s  made t o  NAS t o  p r o v i d e  a s t u d y  of t h e  p o t e n t i a l  u s e  of 
RD technology f o r  BW, a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  are s u s p i c i o n s  t h a t  t h a t  w a s  t h e i r  in -  
t e n t .  The a c t u a l  agreement i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  second bracke ted  paragraph  is ,  
however, c o r r e c t .  

However, I have l e a r n e d  r e c e n t l y  

I f  w e  a c c e p t  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  i n  t h e  las t  b r a c k e t e d  paragraph  t h e n  w e  
are  back t o  where w e  thought  w e  were p r i o r  t o  Budiansky's " f a l s e "  alarm. 
o n l y  t b i n g  I can see doing  i s  remaining a l e r t  t o  new h i n t s  o r  d i s c l o s u r e s .  
For t h e  p r e s e n t  I do n o t  i n t e n d  t o  become involved  i n  t h i s  deba te .  I f  you 
want t o  f i n d  o u t  more, t a l k  t o  Maxine S inger  when s h e ' s  i n  Woods Hole n e x t  
month f o r  t h e  Academy Counci l  meet ing o r  t o  Dave Bal t imore  who h a s  been i n  
t h e  t h i c k  of i t  f o r  some t i m e .  

The 

I hope you are having a good summer i n  Woods Hole. We had a de- 
l i g h t f u l  v i s i t  l a s t  week from Michael and Veronica S toker .  
w i l l  b e  a n  occas ion  soon when w e  can meet i n  Cambridge. 

Perhaps t h e r e  

With b e s t  r e g a r d s  t o  your fami ly .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

PB/e 
Enclos.  
c c :  D r .  Maxine S i n g e r  


